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NEW DELHI, THURSDAY, MARCH 23, 1950 


(iOVFIINMLN'T OF INDIA 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR 

NO > IFIl ATION 
Xcv Di'lu , tht 2j.n Match 1950 

LK-2(2tf0)/I . — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (XIV ol 1947), the Centra 1 Govern. nent is pleased to publish the following 
award ol the All India Industrial Tnbunal t Bank Disputes), in the matter of 
alleged victimisation, wrongful dismissal, etc, of workmen pf certain banking 
companies m the States ot L’unjrab arid Delhi. 

BEFORE THE ALL INDIA INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (BANK 
DISPUTES), BOMBAY 

ADJ UDICATiON 

BETWEEN 

Bank of Bikaucr, Limited, 

National Bank of Lahore, Limited, 

Hiudustan Commeicial Bank, Limited, 

United Commercial Bank, Limited, 

Bharat Bank, Limited, 

Punjab National Bank, Limited, 

Allahabad Bank, Limited, 

AND 

Their Workmen. 

In the nudUr 1 alhfjed viclnni a’ u < indications under section 33, etc. in 
the (j t'aninb and Jleiln. 

\ppE4r.A\i n 

Mr 4 ma noth Anniid, Advoeftc, w.lb Mr. V. S Kappor, for the Bank o£ 
Bikaner 

No appearance lor the National Ba"k of Lahore. 

[ 1071 ] 



11972 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA, n.AirvAOKDlffAS ,, 


iVj r. i > r A- 


J. 


Mr. K. N, Bhatnsgar for the Hindustan Commercial Bank. 

Mr^D. li. Patney, for the United Commercial Bank. 

Mr. Bam Sahai, General Manager, for the Bharat Bank. 

"Mr. Bam Lai Auand, with Mr. Somesh Chandra, for the Punjab National 
Bank. 

Mr. J.R. Sharma 4or the Allahabad Bank. 

Mr. S. P. Kapoor of the Bank of Bikaner, in person. 

No appearanoo for the employees of the National Bank of Lahore. 

No appearanoo for the Hindustan Commercial Bank Employees' Union. 

Mr. Dhuiiichaud Mehra of the United Commercial Bank, in person. 

Mr. B. L. Parwana with Mr. I). P. Burman, for the Bharat Bank 
Employees' Union, Delhi. 

Mr. H. L. Puri with Mr. Madnn Lai 13. Sabharwal for the Punjab National 
Bank Employees’ Union, Delhi. 

Mr. Dbarmn Vir Taueia for the Punjab National Bank Workmen’s Union, 
Delhi. 

Mr. H. L. Dogra with Mr. Yidya Hager for tlie Punjab National Bank 
Employees’ Union, East Punjab. 

Air. Dayal Das Khanna toi the Allahabad Ban]: Employees' Union, Delhi. 

AWARD 


’the cas^s wh oh are dealt with in this Award were heard at Dehra Dim Irorn 
the 0th January to the 12th January PdaO 

Two mpplteations tor retrenchment under section 38 of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act were heard, vie., those of the Bank of Bikaner and tlie National Bank 
of Lahore. In two other cases, via., in the case oi certain employees of 
Hindustan Oommercval Bank and the United Commeicial Bank, the employees 
complained that there has been victimization and the Banks’ defence was 
that they had to retrench the persons coneci ned. The cases of the latter two 
Bunks will, therefore, be included in th e cases of alleged victimization 


BANK OF BIKANER 

\°™ trc,Hi] ? one S1 > ri S P. Kapoor in the circumstances 
stated by tho Bank as follows. He is a senior clerk in the Accounts Department 
and holds a power ot attorney The Coimbatore Branch of the Bank required 
the services of a Head Clerk and Kapoor was transferred there with his consent. 
J3e waB paid ft#. 100 as advance for the railway journey. He was relieved 
Irom MM on 21.7-1040 and h» Ml hav„ boon h o ° Sffl 

aftei availing M ol : the due joining time. The Bank, however, did not 
hear from him till the 0th August when they received a letter dated the 1st 
August from him despatched from Amritsar asking for 20 davs’ leave on medical 
grounds, a medical certificate being enclosed with the letter. It seemed that 
he had passed through Delhi without advising the Manager and proceeded to 
Amritsar without even sending a telegraphic intimation to the Bank His 
action was thus held to be irresponsible and as amounting to gross netdiirenee 
and disregard of the standing instructions of the Bank. The Bank therefore 
wants his services to be terminated. ’ ’ 

Kapoor states that he purchased a ticket for Jhansi where he wanted to 
halt m order to see some of his relations ; that at Jhansi he got Bever a fever 
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-and he came back to Amritsar from where he sent an application for 20 days' 
leave, with a medical certificate; and that on the 2nd September he got a letter 
from the Head office informing him that he had been suspended with effect 
from the 21st July, the date when he had been relieved. He further says that 
he had acted at Muzaffarnagar as an Accountant up to tho 13th March 1040, 
that he had been the President of the local Union there, that at Delhi he was 
an active member of the Delhi Union and that he did not want to go to Coim- 
batore but that ns he was threatened with dismissal he had agreed to go there 
On bohalf ot the Bank it was contended that Kapoor should have produced 
a reoeipt from the Bailway showing that he had bought a ticket up to Jhansi 
and that he should have at least given the number o£ his ticket and sent a 
telegram from Jhanyi. It was further alleged by the Bank that on former occasions 
also he had taken leave on falso pretexts, for instance, when from the 10th to 
the 20th July he was on leave without pay. On that occasion he had promised 
to send a medical certificate but he did no! send it Kapoor says thal he has 
never taken a reoeipt from the Bailway authorities to show that he had bought 
a particular ticket and that this fact can be seen from his traveling allowance 
bills. As to bis leave from the 10th to the 20th July he says that on that 
oocasion he was treated at Delhi bj a Hakim and that the Bank would not accept 
n certificate from him. It seems to us that Kapoor could not have liked tho 
idea of going to Coimbatore, so far from his home and his province, and that 
for some reason the Bank ordored his transfer there as a mode of punishment. 
On behalf of the Bank it is stated that before the 21s! July he had been called 
to explain three items, for two of winch he expressed regret and as to the 
third, a clerk named Goel wag at fault and Kapoor had asked Goel to give the 
numbor of a cheque in connection with the said item but did not later on seo 
whether Goel had complied Nothing, however, was done after getting Kapoor’s 
explanation on the three items and it is not the Back's case that the transfer 
way based on anything in connection with those items. That being so, it does 
not appear unlikely that the punitive measure of sending him so far from his 
home was taken on account of his activity as a member ot the local Unions. 
He has said that at Muzaffarnagar he was the President of the local Union 
That has not boen denied. He was there the 13th March 1949 after which 
he came to Delhi %vhere, according to him, he was an active member of the 
local Union. Tt may be that because of his intense dislike for going to Coim- 
batore he sent his leave application on the pretext that he had fallon ill. At 
tho same time there is nothing to show that the medical certificate sent by 
him is false. It seems to us that in this case the Bank was not justified in 
sending him to Coimbatore so shortly after he had been transferred to Delhi. 
We also find that Kapoor is not being paid any suspension wage since his 
suspension on the 21st July 1949. The proper direction in this case would, 
therefore, be that the application cannot bo granted that the order of suspen- 
sion should be set aside and that Kapoor should be paid, within a month of 
tho publication of this Award, the pay and allowances that he would have 
earned if he bad not been suspended with effect from the 21st July 1949. 

NATIONAL BANK OP LAHOBE 


ihis Bnak has made an application to the effect that having recently closed 
one of their offices at Delhi and there being some surplus staff which cannot 
be utilised, the Bank should be allowed to terminate the servioes of suoh sur 
plus members pending decision by the Tribunal of the bank disputes. The 
Bank did not appear nor did it furnish any particulars regarding the individual 
members of the staff who are sought to be retrenched, In these circumstances 
we reject the application. We now proceed to consider the cases of alleeed 
victimization. 6 




HINDUSTAN COMMERCIAL BANK 


Tbo Hindustan Commercial Bank Employees Union complained that tho 
following members of the staff at Ludhiana branch had been dismissed. 


Name 

Designation 

Date oi' appointment 

Om Praka.;h Nuyyar 

Clork 

10-12-1044 

B K. Omni. 

3 * 

1] -3-1045 

K. L, Sanaa , 

Head Cashier 

28-12.1048 

Veil Park inh 

Afifitt. Cashior. 

13-1.1940 

Barwan Singh 

Guard 

10-10-1947 

Lola Singh 

33 

14-8-194 5 

TTUnpl Singll 

Peon 

1947 

The Union has ulso compla. 

ineil that the following 

members of the staff 

Ambala City have also been 

dismissed : 



Designation 

Date of appointment 

Gureh-ium Singh 

Clerk 

2-1-1947 

Prem 

Hoad Cashier 

21-12*1045 

Jai Gopul Gt* g 

Asst . Cashier 

10-12.1947 

Lachiunun Dae 

Peon 

22-4-1947 

Dui gft Daa 

Guard 

4-2-1949 


The Bank’s statement is that tho offices at Ludhiana and Ambala since 
their very inception had been running at a loss and that the Bank's Board of 
Directors, therefore, decided to close both of them with effect from the 81st 
July 1949. Instructions were, therefore, issued that the services of the follow- 
ing members of the staff would he terminated after paying them a month’s 
substantive salary in lieu of notice on the ground that they were surplus, after 
the closure of the two offices. 


Ludhiana Sub Branch 


1- 

Om Prakash Nayar 

Olork 

2, 

11. K. Chum 

Cle-k 

3. 

K- L. Banan 

Cashier 

4. 

Yed Parkash 

Cashier 

5. 

Barvan Smgh 

Guard 

0 . 

Bsla Singh 

Guard 

7, 

Kartar Singh 

Peon 


Ambala Suh Branrh 


1. 

Guroha-an Singh 

Clerk 

2 

Prem Sugar 

Cashier 

3 , 

Jaigopal Ga g 

CaBhier 

4 

Laohman Das 

Poon 

5. 

Rant Singh 

Gua-d 


It will be noticed that the last names under tbo two sub-branches are dif- 
ferent from tho^e appearing in the applicat : on of the Hindustan Commercial 
Bank Employees Union. The Bank has further stated that it was found 
possih'e to absorb Mr. Om Prakash Naynr in a permanent vacancy at the 
TuUundur City sub-branch where lie is at present working. It was further 
stated that a pnrt of tho staff at the two sub -branches could be absorbed at 
other branches of th 0 Bank. The Bank’s statement concludes thus— 

“The decision of terminating the services of employees were taken up 
bv us much earlier than the restriction was imposed on us, vide 
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(Government of Inrlin order No. L.R, 2/2261 of 2nd August 1949, 
and the services of employees wer c actually terminated before this 
order came into force, and had we been aware of it we would have 
certainly obtained your permission to terminate their services aB 
we have done now in so many other cases where the employees were 
surplus to our requirements and therefore there was no alternative 
lor us hut to terminate their services and we do not think this tant- 
amounts to victimization”. 

Apart from the question whether in these cases the Bank should have made 
an application under section 88 ot the Act it does not appear to us that the 
retrenchment carried out were not bona fule ond not necessitated by the circum- 
stances. Tl is, therefore, not possible to regard these cases as cases of victi- 
mization We, therefore, give no directions in these cases. 

UNITED COMMERCIAL BANK, 

Dvnicliand Mehra — Ilis complaint is that ho was improperly discharged on 
the 80th April 1049. He had been appointed on the 4th October 1944 as Assis- 
tant Cashier at the Amritsar branch. He says that during his period of service 
there was no complaint about his work or conduct and that even under very 
difficult conditions, when the communal frenzy was at its height, ho attended 
to his work there without any break or interruption. He has further said that 
prior to his -joining this Bank he had been working as cashier with the National 
Bank of India Ltd., .. a post which was pensionable and ihnt thiB Bank pre- 
vailed upon him to h-'ilu hoiii the NuFonal Bank of India Ltd., (on a post 
which was pensionable and that this Bank prevailed upon him to resign from 
the Nation til Bank of India) and (o join it. He is now about 50 years old and he 
has a largo family to maintain. He wants either reinstatement or a suitable 
gratuity so that he may settle down somewhere in business. The Bank states 
that tliis is a case of retrenchment ns the business at Amritsar had been falling 
rapidly and the Bank was running at a loss a part, of the staff had to bo retrench- 
ed and it is not found possible to absorb this employee elsewln re because the 
treasurers and chief cashiers would not undertake responsibility for an unknown 
man. The Bank has filed a statement regarding the reduction made at 
Amritsar which shows that instead of four Assistant Cashiers there is only one 
now. It is said that the Chief Cashier selected that onp although he was a 
junior man who, accordingly, has been retained in service. The Bank has paid 
to Mehra its contribution to the provident fund. That being the position, 
though this is a hard case it seeing to us (hat it is not possible to order rein- 
statement. HiR allegation that be was serving as a cashier in a pensionable 
post under the National Bank of India and was induced by this Bank to resign 
that post end join it has non been contradicted. That being so, it would, in 
our opinion, be proper lo direct (hat. the Bank should pay him, withm a month 
of the publication of this Award, n special gratuity amounting to six months’ 
pay and allowances, and w e uncut accordingly. 

BHARAT BANK LIMITED. 

Eoghanlal Sharma. — He joined in April 1946 mid was Assistant Cashier. 
According to the Bank the treasurer at Batala branch wanted Roshanlal as one 
of the Assistant Cashiers but later on h 0 did not want him and gave him notice. 
This matter, however, was not disclosed to the Manager. Therefore, as on 
31st January 1949 Roshanlal did not turn up at the Bank, the Branch Manager 
wrote to him asking him to show cause why his services should not b e dispensed 
with. Roshanlal did not reply to this letter and on the 14th February the 
Branch Manager wrole to him that he was considered to have vacated his post 
83 from the 1st February 1949. As th c Branch Manager was under a miscon- 
ception in thjnking that Roshanlal had absented himself without leave when 
foe was staying n-way after getting notice from the treasurer, it would be proper 
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to treat the -Branch Manager’s order that Roshanlal was. deemed to have vacated 
his post os from 1-2-1040 as h freed on wrong facts and that erder, therefore, 
cannot be allowed to Rtand. Roshanlal, however, accepted the notice of the 
treasurer and remained absent from the Bank in accordance with the notice, 
lie does not seem to have protested against the not'ce or mude any representa- 
tion to the Bank. Had he made such a representation the Branch Manager 
would not have remained ignorant of tho reason for his absence. He -wrote 
a letter to the Bank in which he mentioned the security bond under which 
he was entitled to be paid two months’ salary if his services were to be dis- 
pensed with. There is, however, no such document with the Bank and this 
lotter shows that he has not claimed reinstatement. That being so, this does 
not appear to be a case in which we should interefer. 

B S. Bnwrie , — He was represented by the Bharat Bank Employees’ Union. 
Eis services were dispensed with on the 17th March 1948. He had joined 
service on 11-12-1913. Ho wants reinstatement, his past dues according to 
Mr B. B Singh's Award and compensation amounting to Rs. 3,934. In his 
petition dated the 25th August 1949, he stated “According to th 0 Award (B. B. 
Singh’s Award and its clarification), I was a workman upto duly 1947 lie 
w is at Delhi in the Loans Department on 17-3-1948. According to him he 
used to make temarks on letters, etc., and forward them to the Accountant 
and had no authority to pass orders. H ft used to file branch returns, weekly, 
daily, iortnightly and monthly. He had a power of attorney. He had no 
power of inspection and he had to sit with other clerks. Ho was, however, 
sent to Ajmer as Acting Manager, th e Manager ther G having been arrested 
in connection with the B.S.S movement. There he worked as acting Manager 
for one month and returned to Delhi on 28-2-1948 and from 1-3-1948 he 
again did the kind of work ho used to do before. His complaint is that he was 
not tohl why his services were terminated. He, however, admits that he had 
borrowed money, about Es. 400, and that a pleader’s notice had come to the 
Bank. His work seems to have been good because when he was transferred 
from Kanpur to Delhi the Branch Manager Kanpur wrote, “His work was satis- 
factory/very satisfactory. He is intelligent, obedient, trustworthy, honest. 
He is loyal to the institution’’, The last remark, according to Mr. Bowrie, is 
based on h ; p conduct when a strike was in contemplation at Kanpur, 

According to the Bank, it terminated his services with a certain amount 
ot reluctance, because he was found to be always getting into debts. He was 
sent to Kanpur as an Accountant in December 1945. His salary was raised 
from Rs 180 to Es. 150. As recognition of his good work, he was promoted 
on tho 24t.h March 19-17 as Assistant Manager. He had already been given 
a power of attorney in .Tune 1944. Aftpr March 1947 he got financially involved 
at Kanp"r. There "were two decrees against h’m and his sal ivy was ittached. 
He was brought to Delhi in order that he might be a help to th 6 Head Office and 
w.i: appo'ntcd ns a relieving officer. The Bank had once advanced him Rs. 
350. In March 1948 there were claims against him from other creditors and 
one 1 rwyer’s notice was received from one Bhavani Chowdhuri from whom he 
had borrov/fd a certain amount. Another notice was received from tho British 
India Publishing Company, ne was called by the General Manager and told 
that unless he settled his financial position the Bank would not continue him fn 
service. He admitted that his financial condition was very bad and therefore 
it was decided to discharge him In .Tunc 1948 he applied for th e refund of 
his security deposit which was refunded and he was also given his contribution 
to the provident fund Mr Bowrie says that his total liabilities in March 
1948 were about Es. 650, He has imputed no motive against the Bank and has 
made no representation to the Bank, His present application to the Tribunal 
is dated 111-- 21st August 1919. In the o'rcumst areas of this case we feel rhat 
the Bank had sufficient reason for terminating his services and that the case- 
does not call for our interference. 
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In the following oases the Tribunal has no jurisdiction the disputes having 
arisen uiler the 13th Tune 1949 and, therefore, no directions regarding them 
are given, (The mimbcih shown agamst the employees are the numbers given 
in the list filed by the U,P. "Bank employees’ Union). 

A’o, 10. M. 8. Sahangi — The Union complained that he was transferred 
horn I) ’hi ft Ajmei b.aorh Cmp’y because he was a member of the Union, its 
Gcuor il Council and its Advisory Committee. Mr. Parwana on behalf of the 
Union hn i ' su’d that the General Council there were 45 members and live mem- 
bers on the Advisory Committe-* and that out of those 138 members of the Coun- 
cil and three members of the Advisory Committee have been dismissed and 
that ilu other two members of the Advisory Committee, Satsangi and R. JC. 
Bhanol, have been transferred This, according to him, shows that the Bank 
was determined to break the Union by depriving it of its main leaders and 
officers. lie produced n handbill published by the Un’on dated the 7th .June 
1949 showing that Satsangi was one of the members of the Advisory Com- 
mittee ; and the transfer occurred in the next month. According to him the 
B " n b rn"l>r far mem transfers than ar L . justified and he has contended that 
this clearly shows that the transfers were not based on the needs of the Bank 
hut +he trade union activities of tlie persons concerned. Accord.ng to the 
Bank, however, there whs h shortage oi staff id Ajmer where work had 
aouu— u'iitwd ml it wrs said that the founder of Satsangi to Ajmer was not 
intended to he permanent. The transfer was, however, made after the 13th 
June PM9 and as such falls outside the jurisdiction of the Tribunal. 

No. 12. II. K. Bhavot . — Be was also a member of the General Council of 
tlie Union at Delli’ . Be was transferred to Ludhiana on 4-8-1949 He took 
leave upto 3-11-1949. The time for his joining at Ludhiana was extended 
up f o 29-12-1049 but still he did not comply with the order. He was then told 
til'd l ,e> rns regarded as having vacated his post, He had a very bad record 
according to the Bank. Th e mntteis complained of, that is to say, his trans- 
fer t-o Ludlucuu and the termination of his services both look place after the 
131h June 1949 and as such are not within the jurisdiction of tliis Tribunal. 

No 45. Muiuri Lai Sharma — Accoidmg to the .Union be was denied leave 
tor which he applied on 1-7-1949 even though a medical certificate was sub- 
miiu-d. Viiib case .no*,,. uLei the 13th June 1949. There fore tbo Tribunal 
has no urnsdiction. 

The fol'owmg cases were not pressed hv Mr. Parwana, who appeared for 
the employees. 

Nr. 18 — Muhiiidci Das Jain. 

No. 19 — Lul Singh. 

No 20— -ham Kulap. 

No 21 — - Hukam Cl’fmd hdn. 

No. 22 — Raghubir Singh. 

mi. — IL G. A nis. 

No 24 — Piaui 0 hander, Peon. 

No. 2fi — Irakush Bahadur. 

No. 28- -Roghubir Singh. 

Nfo UO—Ramn Kant. 

'U ”9- Yyjay Singh. 

No. 31 — Nanua, Peon. 

Nii. 32 — Pin.it., Peon. 

No. 3.T--R. B. Saxon a. 

No. 34- — Mad an Lai Sharma. 
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No. 35 — -K. B. Gupta. 

No. 30. ■ — fjabhu Barn. 

No. 37— K, L. Gupta. 

These are a]l eases of transfers and on its being pointed out to Mr. Parwana 
that the Tribunal would not ordinarily interfere with such transfers if it did not 
involve arty hardships, he did not press these cases. 

No. 39.— L. It. Neyogi. 

No, 4Q- — Hem Chand Jain. 

No. 43— B. IC. Babl. 

No. 44. — B. N. Malhotra. 

No. 40, — Harparshad. 

No. 47.^-Peons at Darya Gan] Branch 

These are alleged eases of harassment but they were not pressed by Mr. 
Parwana. 

We now proceed to deal wdth cases which were atgued before us 

No 1. Bachi Ram.— He has now boon reinstated and so no orders are neces- 
sary in his case. 

No. Q. Tarachand. — He was a peon and was dismissed on Ihe 5th Apiil 1919 
from the SubrJmandi branch The letter of discharge dated the 5th April 1949 
says, “You nro discharged for insubordination and disobedience Your security 
deposit stands forfeited to the Bank.” The Bonk’s case is that he was found 
guilty of stealing a puii of dhohes belonging to a clerk and that he was absont 
without permission These two matters were ’•eported to the Head Office and 
in the meanwhile he was told to pull panlka but on his refusal he was dismissed. 
The order now suggested on behalf of the employee is that If he applieB to the 
Bank for the refund of the saouritv deposit the same should be paid to him. 
As he has already been sufficiently punished by dismissal it does not seem 
necessary that he should be further punished by the forfeiture of his security 
deposit. We, accordingly, direct that it should be paid back to him on his appli- 
cation to the Bank. 

No, 3. Naxain Parshad — Ho was dismissed hut having mode an apology he 
has been reinstated. No directions are, therefore, called for. 

No. 4. T'dak Raj Aror., , He was absent without leave in 1948. He joined 
on the £91 h March 1947 In 1948 he took 148 days’ leave -and in 1049 up till 
Mnv he t-v 1 - 31 rh'-s’ In; o. Since the 31s+ May 1949 he has remained absent, 
all 'cum due to him having been exhausted bv June 1949. Since July 1949 he 
was uii loa-o without pay which was sanctioned upfo 8th November 1949 After 
tb A 1 bus -either rosumed duly nor applied for leave. On the 25th Novem- 
ber 1949 ho was informed that ho was considered to have voluntarily vacated 
bis appointment as tvom the 9th November 1949 We do not think that this 
is a case in which we should interfere 

No. 5. Bhagwandas Sharma . — He was transferred to the Ajmer branch on the 
15th May 1949 and on the 16th May he asked for the cancellation of the transfer, 
but this was not done. Thereupon the applied for leave from the 10th May to 
the 30t,h May on the ploa of his wife’s illness nnd the leave was granted On 
the 29th May ho was informed that he should join at Ajmer. Till the 4th June 
he did not join there. On that day he was informed that ho was considered 
to have vacated his appointment. On the 22nd June he applied for his salary 
for 14 days in May which was due to him 

Mr. Parwana says that there should have been a charge sheet as there was 
one even in the case of the thieving peon Tarachand. He further alleges that 
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Bhagwandas Sharrna wrote io the Rank usking for further leave and that the 
.Joint; Secretary of the Union saw the k ave application being posted. He thinks 
that this letter has boon suppressed by the Rank On the 22nd -June he entrus- 
ted his case to the Union -which presented its demand on the 4th October 1918 
According to Mr. Rarwana, Bhagwandas was warned not to participate in the 
Union's activities He wus transferred to Rahtanpur, then to New Delhi and 
then to the Hoad Office and again to Ajmer when, it is alleged, his wife was 
seriously ill. 

This is a case in which the employee has been taking louve again and again 
and when he was transferred to Ajmer he evidently had no inclination to go 
there. There is nothing to substantiate the statement made by Mr Rarwana 
that Bhagwandas applied to the Rank for leave after the 80th May, and he 
must have known that be had asked for a good deal of leave from time to time 
and that the Rank would not ordinarily he inclined to grant him further leave. 
In the circumstances of this case it »eeme to us that this is not a caRe in which 
we should interfere. 

No 6 Rajeahwari Prasad Pharma —-The Rank’s ease against him is that he 
joined on 1st August 1945, that he was transferred to Bulandshtihr branch on 
the 1st April 1946, thnt bis servicos there were far from satisfactory and that 
as ho continued acts of gross disobedience and imperlinence bo was suspended 
from the 24th March 1947 by the Branch Manager The Head office, however, 
took a. lenient view and transferred him to Subzimandi branch. There also his 
work was found unsatisfactory and he was irregular in attendar.ee It was, 
therefore, decided to terminate his services and a notice was sent to him on the 
15th September 1948 and he was relieved on the 16th October On the 11th 
January 1949 he asked for the refund of his security amount wh’oh was granted. 

Mr Parwnna says that Ihere was no charge in this case and ho was never 
warned at Rub/.imandi branch. The notice of the loth September mere 1 y reft rs 
to “unsatisfactory work ’’ On the 8th November 1948 Shaman, wrote to the 
Manager of the Subzimandi branch stating thai he had never been given any 
warning before It has not been alleged that this employee has hcen viclimi/od 
owing to his trade union activities and it has not been shown that lire allegations 
made by the Rank about his acts of gross disobedience and impertinence are talse 
or lnroirect. When he was suspended he could not have been ignorant of 
grounds on which ho was suspended nor is it likclv that when he committed 
acts of disobedience and impertinence nobody in the offit e ever told him about 
such acts. Mr Rnrwana has not said that no such acts were committed by 
Sharma. "We do not think that we can intcifere in this case 

No 7 Samat Lai Jain . — Ho was a senior clerk d the Ha flit as branch The 
post was abolished and he was transferred to the head office in March 1948 On 
the 6th April 1948 ho was posted to the Subzimandi bumoh According to the 
Rank he was very irregular in attendance, tiom the 12th April to the 20th April 
1948 he was on privilege leave from the 29th Apiil to 2nd Mtw he was again 
on privilege leavo and he was on sick leave from the 3rd May to the 2nd June 
and again from the 3rd June to the 5th June. Thus he was continuously on 
leave between the 12th April and the 5th June. Again he took sick and casual 
leave in July and August and from the 13th October 1948 he was absent with- 
out leave or intimation to his office, which was against the Bank’s instructions, 
particularly as he was the bolder of u power of attomev. On the 22nd October 
he was dismissed as from the 13th October. On the 5th January 1949 he applied 
for dearness allowance and this was paid to him. 

According to the Union he sent bis leave application with a medical certifi- 
cate on the 15th October, having already been given leave toi the I3th and 
14th Ootober. 16th October was a holidav. In his application on the 16th 
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October he stated, ‘‘In continuation of my two days’ leave” etc. The applica- 
tion -was received by the "Bask and was sent to the Head Office which received 
it on the 21st October. On the 10th October the Branch Manager wrote to 
the Head Office suggesting his dismissal and the Head Office thereon also 
wroto on the 21st October that he should be dismissed. As to the lcavo appli- 
cation of the 16th October the Hoad Office wrote to tho Branch office, “As he 
was away from the 13th to 17th without leave, we ctmnot alter our decision.” 
Mr. l’arwana has coni ended that in this ease also there ought to have boon 
a regular charge sheet, but there was none, nor was any opportunity g’ven to 
Saruat Lai for explaining his conduct. It seems that on tho 16th October, betore 
the leave application was received by the Branch Manager, tho latter had -written 
to tho Head office suggesting that he should be dismissed, apparently owing to 
bis being absent without leave or iniimation to the office from the 13th October 
1948 and in view of the number of occasions w T hcn he had taken leave during the 
year. 8amat Lai could not have been himself unaware of the fact that he had 
taken leave so frequently; and as it is not the Bank’s case that he usod to take 
leave on false pretexts but that it is very inconvenient to have an employee who 
takes so much leave and with such frequency, there was in reality very littlo 
for him to explain. Even before the Tribunal no attempt was made to show 
flow tb° Rank would be expected to keep in service a man who required leave so 
frequently and for such a long aggregate period. The Bank did not receive 
the alleged application for leave for the 13th and 14th October, and Bimply 
because Samat Lai stated in his application of the 16th October "in continuation 
of my two days’ loave” it cannot be held that such leave had necessarily been 
granted. The Bank had been consistently granting him leave, whenever he 
had been asking for it in the past and it Beams unlikely that the Bank has 
suppressed the fact that leave for 13ih and 14th was duly vfven. Tn the 
circumstances it seems to us that the Bank had sufficient grounds for dis- 
pensing with the services of this employee and do not wish Lo intorfero. 

No. 8 Ratan Lai , — He was a clerk tmd w'as dismissed on the 27th November 
1948. According to the Bank he returned a cheque for lls 25,000, on which the 
date bad been ovor-writton. to the person who had brought it to the Bank and 
did not enter the cheque in the ‘‘Cheques Returned Register”, nor did be 
return the cheque with a memorandum of objections. According to the Bank 
if be had done this the matter would have come to the notice of the higher 
authorities and the later fraud which was prepotrated would have been avoided. 
That fraud took place one or two hours after the first cheque had been returned, 
when another cheque for the same amount was presented and cashed. It was 
a forged cheque but nobodv could detect that it was forged. No other 
person has been dealt with in connection with this fraud. Ratan La 1 , however, 
himself told the authorities that he himself hud returned the earlier cheque- 
He was arrested but he has been discharged or acquitted. 

According to Mr. Rarwana he has been got rid of because of his trade union 
activities. He did nothing wrong in connection with the actual act of foigory 
by means of the second cheque and as regards the first cheque, it is oontended 
that he acted according to the prevailing practice, though there might be instruc- 
tions regarding the entering of such cheques in a register and returning thr in 
with a memorandum of objection. Even if Ratan Lai acted contrary to the stand- 
ing instructions it cannot be ssid that he acted dishonestly or with undue 
carelessness In view of the contention of the Union regarding the prevailing 
practice it has not been satisfactorily, established that all standing instructions 
arc invariably followed in practice by the clerks concerned. Wo, therefore, 
direct that Ratan Lai shall be reinstated with effect from the 1st -July 1949, 
the loss of pay for the period of more than seven months being sufficient punish- 
ment for his not having followed the standing instructions. We further direct 
that the reinstatement and payment to Ratan Lai of the pay and allowances 
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due to him since July 19^9 shah bo made within a mouth of the publication of 
this Award 

No. 9 Badri Nath.— He is a member of the working committee and a refugee 
from Pakistan. He was transferred from Delhi to the Batala branch as an 
accountant. The Union represented that he should not be transferred as he 
^had a family of 14 members and his two s'sters were at school m De'hi, where 
with the combined salaries of his father and himself the family could make 
both ends meet. Badri Nath al«o asked for cancellation of the transfer order. 
The Bank, however, did not comply with the request. 

According to the Bank, after the partition he was a surplus hand at the 
head office and he was, therefore, appointed to the ‘Clearing Branch’ and when 
the work of that branch was reduced ho was transferred to the Batala branch. 
As instead of going there he remained abseht ho was dismissed, In this case no 
explanation was taken from Badri Nath But it appears that tho grounds on 
w'hich he is relying were stated by the Union in their representation to the 
Bank. Those grounds must be deemed, therefore, to have been considered by 
dhe Bank As a general rule the exigencies of the management and the proper 
working of the Bank and its branches must override the private needs and 
difficulties of an employee; and so long as the orders nassed are nob unreason, 
able or unduly harsh the Bank has a right to expect compliance from its em- 
ployees. Simply because Badri Nath has a family of 14 members aD.i two of 
his sisters are at school at Delhi he cannot expect to be kept at Delhi for all 
time, and in a case of this nature it would be difficult to substitute ou** view's for 
those taken by the Bauk. There can be no doubt that by remaining absent 
Badri Nath flouted tho orders passed in regard to him and he deservod discipli- 
nary measures being taken against him. But it would seem that in this case 
some disciplinary action of less severity wnuld have been more appropriate to 
the oircumstances. We think, therefore, that we should leave this eabO to the 
discretion of the Bank authorities for a review of their order, so that an order 
of less severity (e.y, one whereby he may lose his salary tor a part or the whole 
of the period he has remained absent) may be passed. 

No. 11 Janvant Singh Jain. — He was transferred to the Sabaranpur branch 
on the 9th April 1949 and on the 18th August 1949 he soot a letter of resigna- 
tion w'hich was accepted by the Bank. According to Mr. Paiwaua he was 
forced to send this letter but he is unable to produce any communication from 
Jain to that effect. In these circumstances we see no reason to interfere, 

No. 13 Shiv Chaian Das . — He wuis transferred to Amritsar on the 21st June 
1949 but he made a representation against tho order of transfer which was 
cancelled on the 27th June, so that he can now have no grievance. 

No. 14 Aihwvu Kumar — Ho wu* traiisiened from the Subzimandi branch 
to New Delhi and Ins confirmation lias been withheld because of adverse re- 
ports that weie received against him at the different pltioes where he worked. 
He was told of these adverse reports and warned. He made no protoet 
against the withholding of Ins confirmation till December 1949. He joined 
service on 3rd August 1948. The period alter which confirmation is usually 
made it, b>\ month- The Bank has stated that in November 1949 it received 
a 'tolerable report’ about him and that his case is still under consideration. That 
being so, it is unnecessary for us to give any directions. 

No. 15 G P Gupta — He was tnmsfem 1 from one department to another 
in the same office. 

No. 10 ii . P. Gupta ■ — He has resigned 

In these two casc^ it is not necessary for us to give any direclions. 

No. 17 Vadam Singh — His increment has been stopped on account of an 
advcise report. His explanation was taken hut it was found to be unsatis- 
factory. According to the Bank the increment was stopped on receipt of a 
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report from hit- branch to tiro effect chat he wns slow in work and indifferent 
to office order'-, lie mode representations against the orders. Then a certain 
incident happened. According to the Rank, he had been told by the branch 
Manager not to go away immediately whon the offico was closed but to wait 
for five or ten minutes for urgent matters. He refused to wait and went 
away. He was called upon to explain his conduct. He explained after a 
week that the allegation was not truo. Mr. Parwana ha s not been aide to 
explain why it took one week to give this simple explanation. Mr. Pam ana, 
however, ponds out that no explanation as to his being slow in work and in- 
different to office ciild’h was taken from him. It is clear, however that this 
criticism does not apply to his conduct in not complying with tho instructions 
of the Branch Manager to remain for five or ten minutes after the office hours; 
and we arc of opinion that his conduct in this regard was sufficient to justify 
the stoppage of his increment. We do not therefore, think that any directions 
from us are called for. 

No. 26 Lack-man tfingh — Tt is alleged by the Union that lie was tho only 
peon on the working Committee. His grievance is that he has been trans- 
ferred from the hea u office to the Sadar Bazar Office which is seven miles 
from Ids residence, so that he has to make a long journey both ways every 
day in order to attend to hi s work and return home, which is at Daryaganj. 
His difficulty docs no> appear to have been brought to the notiro of the 
management. It is not necessary for ns to give, any directions in a matter 
)ik 0 this. Thg Bank has promised to look into the matter. 

No. 27 Suhcdar . — His grievances is that he was transferred from the main 
office afc Daryaganj to the District Manager’s office, Punjab Circle, and again 
from there to New Delhi, which is over three miles from Daryaganj where he 
lives. He has now been transferred to the main office and he can, therefore, 
havo no grievance. 

No. ,98 Amar Nath Sliarma . — According to the Union he has been denied 
the increment due to him since 11)45. Mr. Ram Sahai on behalf of the Bank- 
says that he holds a power of attomoy arid that when the salaries of power of 
attornoy holdeis were revised his salary, which was Its, 101, was rgised to 
Rs. P20 with effecl from the 1st October 1948, According to Mr. Parwana 
the earlier scale wa% Rs. 80-7-150, and since 1945 Amar Nath went on getting 
Ra. 101 without any further increment until the revision, and it he had got 
the increments nt least tor 1047 and 1948 he would have got more when the 
scale was levised. According to the Bank none of the men who came from 
Pakistan, Amar Nath being one of (hem, got any increment for 1917 because 
many of the people could not be fixed up, this being Ihc general policy of the 
Bank. Tlieic is, however, nothing against him. Reocnlly a very good report 
has been received regarding this employee. We do not know why it was 
not possible for the employees who came from Pakistan to get their increments 
due under the old scale. We Hunk that Amur Nath should be given at least 
two increments up to the data when the salaries were revised and that there- 
after he should be put on tho new scalo, and we direct accordingly. We further 
direct that the above directions shall bo complied n.ith within one month of 
the publication ot this Award. 

No. 41 Bel Tiaj Kapoor . — According to tho Union he was denied leave though 
he submitted a medical certificate. He then protested against his leave not 
being grants!, whereupon the leave wns sanctioned. He was transferred from 
the agency department, to the establishment department and again to the 
agency department. This, according to the Union, constituted harassment. 
We do not think this is a caso for our interference. 



No. 42. Bachan Singh. — According to the Union h e was kept as a domestic 
servant at the house of the Branch Manager for two years and there he worked 
for 11 hours daily. Mr. Bam Sahai says that there are strict instructions 
against such practice and that no complaint was received from Bachan Singh 
against this. The demand was first presented on the 6th August 11)49. The 
General Manager of the Bank has promised to look into this matter, and we 
do not think we need pass any orders. 

No. 48. Birbal Singh. — He was a daftary and it is alleged that duties of 
clerical nature were being taken from him since 1947 but that he wis promoted 
to a clerk’s post) only in June 1949. The demand is that he should be paid as 
a clerk since 1947. In June 1949, when he was promoted, he was p'ven the 
pay of Bs. 60* which is the basic pay of a clerk. Formerly, in 1948, his pay 
was Bs. 46 per month in the agency department in the head olhe~. He made 
a representation on the 5th ot April 1948 for revision of his grade w'X effect 
from 1st April 1948. But in the application he did not say that he had been work- 
ing as a clerk. The Accountant made a report that ha was a hard working man 
and recommended that his grade should be changed from 33 — 3 — 60 to Bs. 55 — 

5 — 100 Thus theie remains some doubt as to since what date, if at all, prior to 
June 1949 he had been working as a clerk. At the same time the B o >k has not 
cared to traverse the statement made on his behalf that “duties of clerical 
nature being taken from him since 1947”. There can be little doubt that 
the duties assigned to Eirbal Singh were at least predominently those of a 
clerical nature since some date at the latest in 1948. We think that, the ends of 
justice would be sufficiently met if he is paid the basic pay of a clerk (subject 
to later increments) with effect from the 1st April 1948 from which 1 e in his 
representation applied for revision of his grade to take effect. We direct ac- 
cordingly. We further direct that this direction shall be complied with within 
one month of the publication of this Award. 

No. 49 G. G. Saxena. — The Bank’s case against him is that on 17th August 
1948 he was found fast asleep on a chair and that as a disciplinary measure the 
local allowance of Bs. 10 was stopped for one month. His previous record as 
regards taking leave also was not satisfactory. He gave an explanation on the 
25th August 1948 but it was not considered satisfactory by the Bank. The 
Union’s grievance is as regards the withholding of the local allowance. 

According to Mr. Parwana he was suffering from heart disease, and he produc- 
ed a medical certificate to show this; and his explanation w r as that when he got 
an attack or a fit he had to remain quiet with his eves closed for some rime before 
the attack passed eway. We also find it difficult to accept this explan, riiun. The 
Head Clerk. Bbaudari, who saw him sleeping has clearlv stated that the explana- 
tion is defirntelv false. We do not interferp except in d'recting that the with- 
holding of the local allowance for one month should properly be regarded as a 
fine and that : f it exceeds the limits prescribed bv the Puniah Trade Ump'oyees’ 
Act, the fine shall be reduced to such limits within a month of tto publication 
of this Award. 

No 50. M. P. Garg.- — 'His complaint : s HM travelling allowance bill is 
not paid. The Bank states that it is now prpujwed to pav the bill. No directions 
are, therefore, necessary. 

PUNJAB NATIONAL BANK 

Parduman Chancier Dhawan . — The Pum-m National Bank Bmplovees’ Union 
complained to this Tribunal on 22nd August 1949 that Dhawan w^s reverted in 
May 1947 from his post as accountant to that of a clerk, a new clerk being ap- 
po'nted direct in the vacancy caused by his aversion. It was alleged that the 
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reversion wag made without any reason being stated therefor. On the 18th Sep- 
tember 1049, however, a letter was received from Dliawan asking for permission 
to withdraw his application. The application was, therefore, allowed to be vith- 
•drawn, and no dii actions are necessary. 

Pyaray Lai Varma . — As he had often to take leave because lie suffered from 
■weeping ecvenia the Bank terminated his services on 18th November 1948. He 
has represented his case before the Labour Commissioner and it is still pending 
before him. The Bank's contention is that that being the ease no orders should 
be passed by this Tribunal. We agree and give no directions. 

The minibus shown ugainsti the employees vhosc cases have been dealt with 
below are according to the list given by the Punjab National Bank Employees’ 
Union, Delhi. 

No. 7. Shri G-urcharan Das Mahajan, 

No. 8. "Bawu Kalwant Singh Bhalla, 

No. 10. Shri Des Baj Puri, 

No. 11. Shri Rwaran Dev Beiry, 

No, 12. Shri Daulat Bam Chawla, 

No. 15. Sac chi Bam, 

No 21 Shri Mohr Chand, 

No. 25. Shri Auand Kishore, 

No 28. Shri Charnan Lai Sachhar, 

No 27, Shri Panna Lai Anand, 

No. 28. .Slid .Tas Baj Ohona, 

No. 29. Shri Nandlal Saini, 

No. f’O, Shri .Tagdish Chund Bajaj, 

No. 31. Shri Harkishan Lai Bhatia, 

No, 82. Shri Amur Nath Mehta, 

No, 33. Shri Vidye Sagar Dir, 

No. 34. Shri Midk Baj Puri, 

No. 85. Shri Barn Labhaya Kapur, 

No. 36. Shri J aswanf, Bai Chadda, 

No. 37. Shri Bam Das Mohindra, 

No. 38. Shri Dwarka Nath Duggal, 

No. 39. Shri Shanti Lai Malik, 

No. 40. Shri Jaswant Bai Katial, 

No, 41. Shri Babindra Nath Malhotra, 

No. 42. Shri Manohar Lai, 

No. 43. Shri Bhagwan Das, 

No. 45. Shri Charnan Lai Talwar, 

No. 46. Shri Amaru ath Handa. 

Mr. Puri on behalf of the employees’ Union did not press for these cases 
and no orders are, therefore, necessary. 

We now proceed to deal with the cases which were argued. 

No. 1, Krishan Dev Shastri . — He was a clerk at the Gun a pay offioe 
(Gwalior State) and was discharged in May 1949. The Bank has not pressod 
the question about the Tribunal’s jurisdiction in this case. 




The Bank's case is as follows. He was appointed in November 1946. In 
February 1949 he asked for two weeks’ leave. The Branch Manager reduced 
jhe period to one woek. On 12-2-49 he wrote that if 14 days could not be 
granted to him that letter might be considered as his letter of resignation. No 
order was passed on it then. The one week ’s leave which was granted was not 
availed of. On 4-4-49 he again applied for leave from 2-5-49 to 28-5-49, This 
eave was granted. Before it was granted, however, he wrote on 24-4-40 to the 
Accountant in charge that if the leave was not granted he was determined to 
resort to a “'fast unio death” as a protest. This letter was forwarded to the 
Delhi head office. The District Manager concerned at the said office ordered 
that he might be relieved and his dues settled immediately. Kristian Dev 
thereupon argued that as his earlier letter had not been acted upon it was nol 
then open to the Bank to act on it. On 4-10-49 he wrote to tho (Ion oral Manager 
that Ins case had been taken up by the Punjab National Bank Employees 
Union and he mentioned some assurance given to him by the District Manager 
which, as a matter of tact, (according to the Bank) had never been given. On 
25-10-49 he threatened to fast in front of the Bank’s office unless tho Bunk 
pointed out a place where he should fast. These being the circumstances the 
Bank has contended that it was justified in acting upon his letter dated tho 
12th February and terminating his services. 

Mr. Puri for the Union said that Shastri was a Gurkha and had lost his wife, 
that he wauled to go to Nepal to perforin his wife’s obsequial rites and in 
January he applied for one month’s leave in February, and that leave was 
sanctioned, however, tor 15 days and ns ho was starting on leavo the whole leave 
was withdrawn, Mr. An and pointed out that in his application to the Bank he 
had stated that he had taken a vow to visit Nepal at Shivrfltri and that there 
was no mention of the wife’s death or obsequial rites. ITe had given his home 
address as Muzafiftrgarq and had passed out of Punjab University. According 
to Mr. Anand the allegation that he (Krishan Dev) was starting on leave in 
February but his leavo was withdrawn is also false. 


It is true that the Bank did not act at first on his letter of the 12th February 
1949 in which it was stated that if 14 days’ leave could not he granted that 
letter might be considered as his letter of resignation. It seems clear that it 
wis hecuuso Dev threatened to fast unto death and again to fast unto 
death in front of the Bank’s office that the Bank authorities decided to termi- 
nate his services. It was hardly necessary, in these circumstances, to ask him 
to show why the Bank should not terminate his services on those grounds 
because thos ' grounds were fully known to him. On the facts of this case we 
arc satisfied that it is not one ot victimization and does not call tor our 
interference, We, therefore, give no directions. 

A’o, 2. Johhan Pandaii .- — This case was wilhdrawn by the Union. 


wPwJ/T’ f an \ ar t Puri —- He wa * by the Police in connection 

with certain fraud and forgery case and was, therefore, suspended On his 

being discharged by the Magistrate in September 1949 proceedings' were held 
r' V beads of charges which were served on him on 18-10-49 

In his letter dated the 24th October 1949 ho said. ‘‘I am in no way bound 
d , etftlled “P 1 ? to th e charges of negligence levelled against me. I 
l°l to r6mst / e /e forthwith. As the matter was still pending before 
toe Bank Pun was directed to submit his explanation to the Bank by 15-2-50 
whereupon Mr. ] arwana said that m view of this ruling he did not rMuire any 
orders in this case, particularly as toe case was also pending before the Chief 
Labour Commissioner. He, however pointed out that Gouri Shankar was sHll 

rateThf t0 a \ tend the / Bce fbough he did no work there and said that at any 
rate this practice should cease. The Bank agreed to stop this practice and no 
directions from us, therefore, are called for 1 practice, ana no 



No. 4. Ascharaj Lai Budhnaja. — According to the Union while he was an 
Accountant his pay was reduced from Its. 200 to Tts. 170, though other 
Accountant’s pay was not similarlv reduced. The Bank's case again! lum is 
as follows lie was appointed in 1910 and was officiating as Accountant m 10-14. 
In 1945 Li - was deputed to tliL National Bank ot Lahore, Ins lien on Ins post 
m the Bank being kept. The National Bank of Lahore confirmed him as Assist- 
ant Manager arid ho woiki d ill that Bank till February 1948. On Ids retransitr 
to the Ban 1 lie was appended in his former post His salary was fixed as )I 
he had not gone to the National Bnuk ot Lahore and had earned tin due 
inereir.enH during his absence He wun, therefore, posted in the Hank on 
Bs. 145 per month made up of basic salary of lls. 95 plus Bs 50 the amount 
of the inert- ments 

Mr. Puri on behalf of the Uniou said that the pei od ot Ins absence Imirt 
Oetober 1945 to February 1948 was the book penod arid that he would have 
got more increments than Bs. 50, being a man of sjiecial inprit IVJr. Pur. cited 
some instances of employees who had been junior to Ascharaj Lai but were 
now gelling Bs. 200 or more per month It was suggested by the Un'on that 
Ascharaj Hal should havr her n mode an Assistant Manager by this time. lie 
joined the Hank m 1940 and one usually gets the Assistant Manager's post 
after about 15 years’ service, and it does not appear that any prejudice bus been 
caused to Ascharaj Lai by the Bank There may have been cues in which 
■persons win) were jumo’’ to him have now become his senior, but though e Lain 
instances wore cited by Mr. Puri, no suggestions hearing on their case wore 
mad J tn the original demands or in the particulars furnished to the Bank under 
the Tribunal's instructions, so that it is not possible to test the correctness of 
the assertions made regarding such cases. No case has been sufficiently made 
out, in our opinion, for interference by this Tribunal. 

No. 5. Gurbachan Singh . — He was a eleik m the Central Office and according 
to the Union an active woiker of the Union. His grievance is that an allowijyoe 
of Bs. 10 has beon denied to him for 11 mouths from November 1947 to September 
1948. This was known as the reconciliation allowance. He served in Pakistan and 
after the partition was posted to the agency Bection of the head office in 1947. 
His post carried this allowance. His work was inter-branch adjustment tn this 
section and the posting of certain amounts and he did this work till September 
1948. According to the Baltic ho now gets lis 92 plus Bs. 35 dearness allow- 
ance /lus Bs. 15-5-0 a bonus He was given the work ol reconciliation of 
branch uceounls with an allowance of Bs. 10, but was found unsuitable. The 
Bunk has premised to see his record and if he ha.< not been paid lor such work 
he will lie paid the amount uue, though there is no written representation from 

him oil tins point. This cioeB not apjioar to us to be a case for our intcifeieiice. 

No. 0. Ram Chand Kahar.—He served in Pakistan and was dismissed on the 
27th July 1948 after 27 year's soivioc, though he had not reached the age of 55. 
'The ijiinl N case is that he joined m 1921 as a despatchei and ho worked as a 
cick tl etc ’tier When his scr v Le- wo’e no longer required the} were terminated 
mte 'uyment to him of one month’s salary in lieu of notice There is nothing 
iigu ni - l him arid the Bank has premised to see if he can be accommodated. 

Though he had not reached Hit, age of 55 ho lntd put in 27 yean ’ service. As 

the Bank has promised to bee it he can be helped we do not think that any 
directions from us are necessary. 

No 9 1 n inash Ghaiulrr Thahur — lie was the regional Secretary of the Union 

and accord ug to the Union he brought to light a fraud committed by the Bank 
Managei. The Bonus due to him, i £., Bs. 32-8-0 wnis forfeited in June 1949 
and the mereineni due to him for 1948 was not given. According to the Bank 
he was reMoonsible for l wo debit entries for Bs. 3,325-1-0 in respect of ihe Gandhi 
Nuuoiml Manorial Fund when there should have been only one debit entry ic the 
account The Bank came to know of the mistake in time and reversed the outlies. 
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but if the iniatake had not been discovered there would have been a loss of Rg. 
3825-1-0, There is no doubt that the entry was passed by one Kapoor who wag 
a supervisor bui the Bank is right in taking the view that he, being the Accoun- 
tant, wan responsible for nil the accounts According to the Bank the only penalty 
imposed was the forfeiture of I he bonus, while as to the increment for 1948 it has 
not been stopped and is slill under consideudion We ihmk that the mistake 
for which he must ho held responsible was a sodom one arid the Bank was justified 
in forfeiting his bonus "No directions aie, therefore, necessary. 

No. 13. Bal Raj Mali. 

No. 14. Ram Itwari. 

No. 10. Jassi Ram 

These are monials and they have not yet been confirmed. Their cases wore 
due for consideration but nothing whir done as the matter came before the 
Tribunal. There is, however, nothing in the Act which prevents the Bank from 
confirming these men and the Bank should, therefore, proceed to consider their 
cases. No further directions are neei ssary 

No. 17 Tara Chand. 

No, 18. Lajpat Rai Behgal. 

Theso are similar cases. The Bank stated that if there was nothing against 
them they would be duly confirmed Wc give no directions. 

No. 19. Malik TJdho Dan . — He was in Pakistan and was discharged on 20-4-48. 
According to the Bank he was a nominee of Ihe Guarantee Broker and was 
a godowu keeper at Jharnke Mandi (Pakistan) Tho pay office at which he was 
working was closed after the pa’tition On the 21th April 1948 he asked for rp- 
iustatemeni hut tho District Mai nicer said thal the pay office in Pakistan showed 
loss and that no District Manager was prepared to take him. TTm provident fund 
including tho Bank’s contribution was n commended to he paid by the District 
Manager, bul in view of ae"tnin facts this was not done Those facts are Hint cn 
9-8-1947 he had rcleasod goods worth Its 17,000 plodgod with the Bank on 
account of Messrs. Tqbal Singh Knlyan Singh & Oo. in Pakistan without receiving 
any payment, that ihe Bank had been unable in realise its duos, that a charge to 
this effect was given to him and explanation was asked for and that his expla- 
nation, which whs found unsatDfactorx , wns that ho had released ihe goods against 
a gunranter letter of the Government's clearing agent Naraynn Singh, That 
alleged guarantee letter has not been produced. As ho was careless enough to 
release goods worth Rs, 17.000 without having received payment on the strength 
of a letter the existence of which has not been established, we cannot find that 
tho action of tho Bank was riot justified Wo give no directions. 

No. 20. Chander B han Bhalia — Ho has boon doserilied as a court clerk () c , 
clerk who ai tends to litigation work) Hu complaint is that while he was at tho 
head offioo, New Delhi, he was discharged on the 28th 4pril without any roasons 
being given Baler on he was informed In the District Manager ori ihe 10th July 
1948 that ho had haan discharged “as you arc not fit for hard work required of a 
Bank emplovee” On 11th March 1949 he asked for refund of the security deposit 
which was paid bv the Bank together with (ho amount due to him out of the pro- 
vident fund. The present application is dated the 19th September 1949. It is 
alleged by tho Union that there were two eom-| ffiodis, Bhalia and Suraj Mai, and 
that Suraj Mnl is still working. According to (he Bank the work of tho Court 
clerks has fallen considerably nnd as there was not enough work his servicos had 
to he dispensed with Mr.Parwunn statos thai Bhatia was first In the Raw 
department, that, in May 1945 ho was transferred to the office of the District 
Manager, Lahore Circle, nnd that after partition he was working under the 
District Manager, Pakistan Circle nt Delhi Tn March 1948 he asked for an 
Accountant’s post and his name was marked for such a post. But in April he 
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learnt that his name had been placed on the ‘spare’ list. On the 22nd April 
he wrote to the District Manager that his name had been tJaced on the spare 
list “ns if his services were no longer required" and he requested that he should 
not be discharged- 

Thus it seems that the Bank dispensed with the service of Bhatia on two 

grounds, viz., (1) that the work which he had been doing had decreased and 

(2) that ho was not lit for hard work. On the 22nd October he informed the 
Bank that lie was prepared to stand n medical test and to give 8 hours’ conti- 
nuous duty as well as to compete with the other employees of the Bank and he 
mentioned his output as 40 letters a day when he had been in the office of the 
District Manager, Pakistan Circle. Mr. Anand has admitted that Ohander Bhan 
did not leave any accumulations of work at any time; in any oase the Manager 
had not heard of it. It was also admitted that when he applied for an 

Accountant’s post on 8th March 1948, Mr. Sethi, Assistant to the District 

Manager, had given the following opinion: "Mr. Bhatia is a competent and 
hard working hand and 1 have great pleasure in recommending his caye for rais- 
ing his status from the senior grade clerk to that of an Accountant’’. The 
District Manager's order was, “His case will be taken up whenever vacancy 
for the poRt of an Accountant occurs. ’’ It is true that no motive against him 
has been alleged and there is nothing to show that there was any enmity or 
that ho indulged in Union activities. According to Mr. Bhatia his duties were 
to put before the Manager the debtors’ and clients' letters in the liquidation 
department which was created with a Manager on special duty in September 
1948. He had also to obtain orders on such letters, to write to the debtors and 
carry on correspondence; and he says that he did not take part in preparing 
cases fop the Courts, nor did he attend the Courts since May 1945. Mr. Parwana 
also produced a copy of Bhatia's letter dated 20th December 1948 addressed to 
Mr. Yodh Raj, General Manager and Chairman, in which he said, “I am prepared 
to go anywhere in India and even beyond the boundaries in India for the remain- 
ing period". Bhatia would have attained the age of 55 in 1950. He was con- 
sidered competent and hard working and the allegation of the Bank made be- 
fore his discharge that he was not hard working seems to be inconsistent. He 
was specially noted for promotion for the post of an Accountant and shortly 
thereafter his services were dispensed with. It is difficult to see why this was 
done; it seems that he has been unfairly dealt with, for prima facie he should 
have been allowed to servo till he attained the age of 65. On retirement he 
might have been entitled to a gratuity; and before ho retired he might have 
even taken certain amount of privilege leave, having 40 days’ privilege leave 
due to him. It is possible that seeing that he was marked for the next vacancy 
of an Accountant it was in the interest of some one m the office to get him out 
of the way, and this might bo the explanation why for apparently insufficient 
reasons his services were dispensed with. We think that he would be sufficient- 
ly compensated for the treatment meted out to him if he be paid six months’ 
salary and allowances within a month of the publication of this Award, We 
direct accordingly. 

No. 22. Raw Parhash Bhalla . — According to the Union he worked at the 
Kashmiri Gate branch, Delhi as officiating supervisor since March 1948, His 
confirmation was due in March 1949 but his officiating allowance of Rs. 10 par 
month was withdrawn with effect from let April 1949. According to the Bank 
the Branch Manager recommended his appointment as Snpervisor but this 
could not be given effect to as there was no vacancy, though he had officiated as 
supervisor on many occasions. There is nothing against him, Mr. Puri on 
behalf of the Union, however, said that for some months ho had not been paid 
for supervisor’s work done by him vim., from 1st April, 1949, till September 
1049. These particulars were, however, not furnished to the Bank and the 
Bank k, unable to verify the statement. We direct that Mr. Turks allegation 
should he looked into by the Bank and that' if Bhalla has done a supervisor’s 
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work without being adequately puid therefor, the balance due in respect of 
such work shall be paid within a month of the publication of this Aw'ard. 

No. 23. Furshotam Lai Syal . — According to the Union he was nn officiating 
Accountant at the Head Office, where he had come from Pakistan, from lGtli 
Apiil, 1948 and he has not yet been confirmed though there" is a permanent 
vacancy. This, according to the Union, is on account of his trade union acti- 
vities The Bank says that there is no permanent vacancy. The Officer-m- 
tlhargo (West) has oidered that Syal should continue where he. is at present till 
a vaottnoy occurs. Mr. Puri sayS that the period of confirmation is six months 
and that Syal is not confirmed because he is the Vice-President of the Union, 
Mr. Anaud on behalf of the Bank states that he is officiating in a non-permanent 
department, viz., the Pakistan Department, that on 29th October, 1949, the 
District Manager reported that he had become ‘spare’, giving facts and figures, 
but that Secretary West ordered that he should continue where he was. The 
rule as to confirmation in six months came into force in November 1949; before 
that the period was one year. We direct that as soon as there is a permanent 
vacancy Syal shall be confirmed subject to any existing rules regarding confirma- 
tion. 

No. 24. Gurdas Mai-— He was a poon at the Head Office at Delhi and it is 
alleged that the annual increment which was duo to him on' 25th May 1949 w r as 
not granted to him on the ground that he hud attained the maximum. At that 
time the maximum pay for a peon was Rs. 39; now it is Rs, 40. in the scale 
Rs, 25-J-40. Mr. Pun said that another peon name Dubri was getting Rs. 41 
plus a Jamadar's allowance. This particular, however, was not furnished to 
the Bank when the employees were required to furnish the necessary particulars 
to the Bank to enable it to reply. That being so it cannot be said that the man 
has any real grievance, and no directions are necessary. 

No. 44. Madan Lai Sabharwal. The complaint is that his basic pay since 
his transfer from Karachi has been reduced. But according to the Bank he 
was getting at Karachi basic pay of Rs. 56 plus Rs, 15, besides Rs, 28 (40 per 
cent, of Rs, 70) as an emergency allowance given to persons serving in Pakistan 
after the partition. He was given a further increment of Rs. 15 plus 40 per 
cent, thereon in consideration of the fact that he was discharging, when at 
Karachi, double duty in the office and assisting the Manager in the work of 
evacuation of the stall of the Bank in Pakistan. Thus in Karachi he got Rs. 
119 jyer month when he came to the head office in Delhi ho was paid his subs- 
tantive salary Rs. 70 (Rs. 55 plus Rs, 15) and from 1st May 1948 he was granted 
an increment of Rs. S according to the rules of the Bank. Ho also got a local 
allowance at Delhi of Rs. 10 along with the other employees. Thus he got 
altogether Rs. 83. He was promoted to the Senior Grade with effect from 1st 
May 1940 getting an increment of Rs. 5, and thereafter an ad hoc increase in 
hie emoluments of Rs. 7, which was given to all clerks at Delhi, was also 
granted. Therefore his emoluments, apart from dearness allowance, came up 
to Rs. 95. He has individually made no representation to the Bank. All that 
Mr, Parwana could say was that he had done his work under considerable 
pressure and had to attend to a large number of matters like the granting of 
loans, staff matters and confidential reports and that he had saved a large 
number of persons at the risk of his life in Karachi and that, therefore, a pro- 
motion of Rs. 100 was recommended in 1ub case, while the head office granted 
Rs. 15 only. We do not think that he should have any real grievance and we 
do not wish to interfer. 

We now proceed to deal with certain issues which were heard at Dehra Dun 
because they related to questions peculiar to the Banks and their branches in 
the East Punjab and Delhi. 
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Issue No. 29. In the Government Notification .- — The Union concerned states 
that the thrco peons mentioned in the notification have now resigned, so there is 
nothing left lor the Tribunal to do. 

Issue No. 16(b).— Mr. Amin d tor tho Punjab National Bank started that 
on the lsi Januaiy 1945 the Bank took out a Fidelity Guarantee policy, in two 
parts, from tho National Security Assurance Company, in respoct of officers and 
non-officers, the Bank paying the pijemtum Th e policy was renewed in 1940 
and 1947. During those' three years a number of cases of defalcation and mis- 
feasance occurred involving a loss of about 10 lakhs of rupees. The whole 
amount v. as recovered from the Assurance Company. Thereafter the Company 
refused to renew the polioies. Therefore on the 27 th January 1948 a scheme 
was devised by th e Bank under which (1) the Security amounts required from 
the employees who had to provide guarantees were raised (for peons to Its. 
1000, daitries Its, 2,500 and clerks Its. 6,000) and (2) where the security for 
such large amounts could not be found such employees were to contribute to 
a Guarantee Bund, the contributions being annas 4 per month for poons, annas 
8 per month for duftarics and Be. 1 per month for olerks. The Bunk con- 
tributed like amounts. Trustoes were appointed, one of whom was a senior 
member of the staff No contributions were refundable. In case there was a 
loss due to dishonesty, etc., it was to be recovered from the cash security of 
tile person in question and his property and thereafter from the Bank’s contri- 
bution to tire Provident fund of tho person in question and lastly from the 
Guarantee Fund In the Deserve Bank, however, where there is a Guarantee 
Fund, the workmen get back their contributions, but the Bank does not con- 
tribute anything to the fund. Tho employees wanted such a provision to be 
inserted and accordingly the Bunk amended the Bcheme. The amendment 
provides that on termination of services or transfer to an appointment where 
guarantee is not required, if there b» any amount to the credit of a person, 
a bonus would he paid and that such bonus would bo in the same proportion 
to the amount standing to the credit of an employee as that which 
the fund of the group to which tho person belongs bears to the 
aggregate amount standing to the credit of the members of the group 
in their individual accounts. The Bank continues to pay its own contri- 
bution to tho Fund. There is a further provision that an amount equal 
to the bonus paid is to be paid to the Punjab National Bank Employees’ Associa- 
tion for benevolent purposes in aid of employees, their widows and orphans, 
etc. This part of the new scheme is objected to by the employees. It is said 
that as a oonEcquence of the introduction of the Guarantee Fund the losses of 
thd Bank have become considerably less. In 1949 they amounted to only 
Its. 13,000 und in 1948 to a still lesser amount. On the introduction of the 
amended rules the security amounts required have now been reduced. For 
clerks, for instances, they have been reduced to one month’s substantive salary. 

Mr. Dharam Vir Taneja for the Punjab National Bank Workmen’s Union 
said that th c scheme would penalise the majority for the faults of a few and 
was objectionable in other ways also. Mr. H. L. Puri of the Employees’ Union 
wanted the matter to be argued again at Bombay; but none of the representa- 
tives of the employ i es, could buggest a better scheme than th c one introduced 
by the Bank. 

A good deni of arguments have been advanced before us at Bombay on the 
question of tho pension and guarantee fund, on behalf of th e Imperial Bank of 
India. Mr. Singh of the Punjab National Bank has joined in the discussion 
on behalf of his Bank. Three main objections have been raised on behalf of 
the employees. The first related to the absence of a provision as in the Re- 
serve Bank that the workmen were to get back their contributions. That 
objetion has been met in this Bonk by the amendment which I have referred 
to above. The second objection is as regards payment of an amount equal to 
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the bonus to ihe Punjab National Eanlt Employees’ Association for benevolent 
purposes, os it is not clear -whether the said Association is representative of a 
majority, or c-wi a large number, of the employees of Ihe Bank. The objec- 
tion appears to me to be valid. At Dehra Dun the Bank did not take up 
the question, as in the case of the guarantee fund of the Imperial Bank of 
India at Bombay, that the fund being a trust property was beyond the juris- 
diction of the Tribunal. It would seem, however, that the trustee# of the fund 
in this case do not constitute an independent body, though there Is a provision 
that the fund should vest in trustees, but that they are subject to the super- 
intendence and control of the directors, at loast to a large extent. That is 
probably why Mr. Anand for the Bank did not raise the question of jurisdiction. 
In any case wo can recommend that the provision regarding the payment of an 
amount equal to the bonus to the Punjab National Bunk Employees’ Associa- 
tion should be deleted and that the said amount should be put into a separate 
fund foi benevolent purposes In aid of employees, their widows, orphans and 
dependants to be administered by a Committee consisting of an equal number 
of persons nominated by the Bank authorities and persons nominated by tho 
employees; and that the latter nomination should be made at a meeting held 
once m three years by persona elected for the purpose at meetings previously 

held by the employees at the head office as well aB by those at tho branches, 

irrespective of the Association or Unions to w'hich they may belong, 

Issue No. 16. — This issue conoerns the recognition of (i) The Punjab 
National Bank Employees' Union (East Punjab), (ii) The Bharat Bank Em- 
ployees’ Union, Delhi, and (iii) The United Provinces Bank Employees’ Unions. 

(il The Punjab National Bank Employees’ Union (East Punjab). — It was 
pointed out that the term ‘recognition’ is used probably for the first time in 
the Trade Unions (Amendment) Act, 1947 and that the Act had not yet been 
brought into force. The Union wanted recognition in th Q sense used in the 
Act with the consequences stated in the Act, and in any case, it contended 

that its claim for recognition constituted an industrial dispute. It was, how- 

ever, found that the Union had not complied with the provisions of section 
28 J), clause (d), of the said Act under which, if the Act applied, its ruloa 
should provide for the procedure for declaring a strike It seems to us that it 
would not be proper, in Huch circumstances to direct although the Triple Unions 
Amendment Act, 1947 has not yet been brought into force the Baffk should 
recognise the Union in the sense used and with the consequences stated in 
that Act. 

(ii) Bharat Bank Employees’ Union.- — This Union was recognised by the 
Bank on the 11th November 1948 but the recognition was withdrawn on the 
7th December 1948 during the strike declared by the Union. The Union has 455 
members out of a total body of 8000 workers of the Bank. Mr. Parwana faded 
to show that the Union was confined to th 0 Delhi employees, but the ooustitu- 
tion of tho Union says that it is open to all employees of the Bank. That being 
so, even if the Trade Unions (Amendment) Aot, 1947, applied the oondition 
(b) stated in section 28(D), viz., that the Union should be representative of all 
the workmen employed by the employer, bus not been fulfilled. Condition (d) 
in the said section also has not been satisfied. All that tho President of the 
Union could show- was that on the 11th January 1949 the General Council had 
passed a resolution that a strike should be resorted to as a last measure and that 
it might be declared jointly by the President and the Secretory. This cim- 
not be said to constitute the provision of sufficient procedure for declaring a strike 
in the rules of the Union For such a rule should at least provide for the 
giving of a notice to the Bank, the period of such notice and consideration ef 
any action taken or proposed to be token by the Bank. Even if, therefore, 
the Trade Unions (Amendment) Aot applied recognition of th 0 Union could 
not have been directed. We, accordingly, reject the demand of the Union. 
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(iii) United Provinces Bank Employees' Union . —There was no representa- 
tive of the Union present and at Lucknow the Union’s representatives express- 
ed their desire that their case for recognition should be taken up at Bombay. 
No orders, therefore, need bo made in this behalf in this Award. 

The Allahabad Bank Employees’ Union . — This union also claimed recogni- 
tion though that Union is not mentioned in Schedule II to the Government 
Notification of the 18th June. Its membership is 100 out of a total staff of 
1(10, so that it is no doubt representative in character. The Union representa- 
tive read out a passage from an Award by Mr. IS. P. Varma on an industrial 
dispute between Messrs. Talcher Coal Fields Ltd., and their workmon, wherein 
he has referred to the remarks of the adjudicator in a disputo between Messrs. 
Robert McLean & Company, Ltd., and their employees, published by an ordor 
of the Government of West Bengal, dated the 22nd January 1948 in the 
Oaloutta Gazette,- The learned adjudicator had observed that “nothing but 
advantage can accrue to the Company by recognising the Union” and he had 
directed that tho Company should recogniso the Union. Following this decision 
Mr. Varma stated in the dispute before him that the Company had not been 
able to substantiate its charge that the Union was indulging in illegal strikes 
aild the Company could not disprove the fact that the Union counted among 
its members the majority of the workers, and he accordingly, directed that the 
Union should be recognised. Mr. Dayaldas for tho Union admitted that the 
Union had made no rule as required by section 28D, clause (d), of the Trade 
Unions (Amendment) Act, 1947. In this case also, therefore, the Bank cannot 
be directed to recognise tho Union. 

The Allahabad Bank Employees’ Union, Delhi Branch claimed overtime 
allowance for the extra work the workmen had put in at the half-yearly dosing 
of tfie Bank on the 31st March 1949. They wore entitled to Buch allowance 
for working after 7-30 p.m. on that day. Mr, Dayaldas on behalf of the Union 
said that the management had kept a sum of Rs. 250 for overtime allowances, 
but that the allowances calculated on the number of extra hours actually put 
in amounted to about Rs. 850, that the management tried to persuade the 
workmen to reduce thoir claims but that on this suggestion being refused. 
Murarilal, Assistant Accountant, who had been deputed to supervise the over- 
time work, made remarks on the attendance register reducing the number of 
hours of work showing agiust tho names of the workmen concerned. It was 
said that instead of sitting in the Bunk for the whole of the night when tho 
work was going on Murarilal left at 0 or 0-30 p.m. According to Mr. Dayaldas 
an allowance of Rs. 201-0-10 was offered to the workmen but all of them, except 
six men, refused the offer. 

As to the facts Mr. Amarnath Khanna, Accountant of the Bank, who or- 
dinarily would have supervised the overtime work, was examined. He said 
that owing to his illness his assistant Murarilal was deputed for the supervision 
work. At first he denied tho allegations made by Mr. Dayaldas but later on 
stated that the evidence given by him earlier was incorrect, and that the work- 
men’s olaim based on the original timings as shown in the register was correct. 
We, therefore, direct that the workmen’s claim to allowance for extra work 
on 81st March 1949 should be paid according to the hours originally shown in 
the register kept for the purpose. 

The workmen of the Bharat Bank who struck work during the period from 
3rd December 1948 to 9th December 1948 and from 9th March 1949 to 
20th March 1049 have claimed that they should be paid their full wages 
and allowances for the said strike poriods. According to Mr. Parwana on 
'he 4th October demands were made to the Bank authorities but nothing 
wafl done and on the 22nd October a reminder was sent but there was 
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no reply. On the 8rd November tbore wm another reminder in which it Was 
said that unless a reply wfts received by tho 10th November there would be a 
strike ballot and that the Union would carry out the mandate received' with effect 
from the llrd December 1948 To this also there was no reply. A number of 
people were, however, transferred, for instance, the President was first sent 
to Nagpur and then to Sadarbazar, Delhi, and then to the office of the District 
Manager, Punjab Circle. Badri Nath, a member of the Working Committee 
was transferred to the Batala branch and A C Chauhan, a founder member 
of the Union, was transferred to Nagpur and from there to the Punjab Circle. 
All this, according to Mr. Parwana, was an attempt to harass and weaken tho 
Union. On aocount of this harassment notice of an earlier strike was given 
and that strike commenced on the 11th November 1948. On that day, after 
ono hour's strike, the Union was recognised by the Bank and an assurance was 
given in writing that there would be no victimization. On tho 27th November 
1948 the Negotiating Committee met the authorities, but with no result There- 
fore a strike was commenced on the 3rd December 1948. The matter having 
been referred to the Chief Labour Commissioner the dispute was referred for 
adjudication on the 9th December and under section 10(3) the continuance of 
the strike was prohibited whereupon it was called off. That is the version of 
tho Union of the events leading upto tho strike which commenced on the 3rd 
December. Mr. An and for the Bank has contended that there was no reason 
for tho strike at all as on the 8th November 1948 the Bank issued a circular 
to the effect that the question of emoluments would be considered and if given 
would he given with effect from 1-10-1948, bo that after this day tho Union as 
such should have hud no grievance, their main demand being for greater emolu- 
ments. But still, ho said, as Mr. Parwana had beon transferred the strike was 
actually commenced on the 3rd December This is apparent, accord’ng to Mr. 
Anand, for on tho 10th November 1948 the Union gave a notice which referred to 
Mr. Parwana's "victimization” and stated that its demands must bo satisfied 
by the sarno evening, which was an impossible demand. On the 29th November 
the Bank wrote a letter to the Union saying that at the meeting between the 
Union and the Bnnk authorities a new demand had been presented lhat no 
one who was on the Working Committee should be transferred, all its members 
being indispensable to the Union, that the Bank had suggested a reference on 
this question to the Labour Commissioner, and that to this suggestion the 
Union Red not agreed The circular of the 8th November was given effect to 
on tho 29th November 1948 and on the latter date the Labour Commissioner 
was informed of this. On the 2nd Docomber the Bank also wrote to the Director 
of Industries and Labour as to what had taken place. On the 7th December 
1948 the Bank’s recognition of the Union was withdrawn and on the same day 
the Bank intimated to the staff lhat the management was prepared to pay 
them salary for the strike period if those who had gone on strike rejoined their 
duties by the 8th December 1948 Therefore, according to Mr. Anand the 
Union was not justified in going on strike After the letter of the Bank dated 
the 29th November the Union in their letter dated the 2nd December 1948 wrote, 
"The Union considers your charges as false, vexatious and malicious” and ”we 
shall reply in detail later on” No such reply however was given. 

The main contention of the Bank was that as on the 29th November the 
emoluments were revised with effoct from 1-10-1948 the Union had no legitimate 
ground for going on strike. The Bank also appears to be correct in the state- 
ment that at the meeting which took place between the Bank authorities and 
the Union on the 27th November the Union put forward a now demand which 
had not been made before. It seems to us that, merely beoause the President 
had been transferred elsewhere and this now demand wag not granted the Union 
was not justified in going on strike on the 3rd Decomber, We, therefore, do 
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not think that for the period of the strike the workmen should be allowed their 
emoluments. 

As to the strike from the 9th March to the 20th March 1949 we have already 
stated in our award regarding the victimization oases relating to this Bank that 
neither the Union nor tho Bank was froc from blame in respect of tho facts 
leading up to tho strike. We have, however, given a direction as to the rein- 
statement of such of the persons as were discharged and allowed them relief as 
to pay and allowances for a certain period. We are unable to hold that any 
further relief should be granted for the period of tho second strike. 

K. C. Sen, 
Chairman. 

•T. N. Majumdar, 

Member. 


Bombay , 

Dated the 22 nd February 1950. 


OEDEE 

None Delhi, the 22 nd Mareh 1950 

Ho. LR-2(260)-n. — Whereas hv an Order of the Central Government in 
the Ministry of Labour No. LTt-2(212), datod the 13th .Tune 1949, the industrial 
disputo between certain hanking companies and their workmen was referred to 
the All India Industrial Tribunal (Bank Disputes) for adjudication ; 

And whereas the award of the said Tribunal is tho matter of alleged victimis- 
ation, wrongful dismissal, etc. of workmen of certain banking companies in the 
States of Punjab and Delhi has been published by the Central Government in a 
notification of the Ministry of Labour No. LB-2(200)/1, dated the 22nd March 
1950 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by soetions 15 and 19 of 
tho Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (XIV of 1947), the Central Government is 
pleased to dec 1 arc that the said award shall be binding upon tho parties, and shall 
come into operation on tho 22nd March 1950, and shall remain in operation for 
a period of ono vear, 

8. G. AOGAEWAL, Dy. Secy. 
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